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SURVEY OF ATTITUDES OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS 
TO SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE EDUCATXONAl. 
DIAGNOSTIC AND PUNNING CENTER 



The Edllowifii report presents dete end sumeries of one ipliese of tlio 
eveluetion of the Edueetionel Diagnostic and Plaimlng Center for the 
two year period from September* 1967 » through May, 1968. The work nes 
conducted under the supervision of the Rocky Mountain Behavioral Science 
Institute, Incorporated, who also prepared the summaries included in the 
report* 



Sprlna - 1967 

In May, 1967, at the end of the first year of operation of the Center 
a survey was lude asK>ng the teachers of all those children with whom 
the Center staff worked actively and among the principals of the echools 
from which they were referred* In this first survey, respemses were 
received from every school in District #1 and from three parochial 
schools* Of the sixty-six forms sent, fifty*bne (77*2%) were returned* 
Since no space was given on the form for identifying data, most were 
returned anonymously* 

* * 

Although space was given for comments, twelve of the ^stione were 
answered in a quantifiable manner* For the first eight questione the 
teachers were asked to indicate their opinions by circling a nwmher 
following each of the presented stetesients* These numbers indicate I 

1 - waste of time 

2 • of little value 

3 • no opinion or does not apply 

4 * somewhat helpful 

5 - very helpful 

The eight statements to which these responses were made were:* 

1* Distribution of new materials* 

2* Dissemination of new ideas and methods to assist taachere 
in working with individual children with learning problewB* 

3. Asalstance in helping teachers better understand needs 
of individual children with learning problesui* 

4* Personal contacts with the Center staff* 

5* Assistance provided to help teachers work with all the 
children in the claseroom* 

6* Information received from the Center regarding children 

who have been referred* 

* 

I 

* 

copy of the form has not been included here since they were wiweo 
graphed on legal alee paper* 







I 



7. IndlviduAl educAtional programs devolop^d for pupils sesn at 
tha Ctatsr* 



5 

a. tssehiirs' Involvement In staffing and the development of 

individual programs for children seen at the Center. ! 

* % 

For questions number nine> ten» eleven* and twelve* answers of **Yes** or ^ 

**No*» were appropriate although in the 1967 form not all these questions 
had blanks indicating those possibilities. These questions were: 



9. Have you been asked to do too much work as a result of having 
referred children to the Center? Y es N o 

10« Has the child's behavior changed? Y ea N o 

XI* Have there been any changes in the child's relationship with 
other children? Y es N o 

12* Has referring children to the Center been worth the effort 
involved? Yes ^No 



The data received from these forms appear on Table #1 and table #2 
and are followed by a sunroary report from the Rocky Mountain Behavioral 
Science Institute* Incorporated. No effort mis made to record and tabulate 

the number of blanks on each item and therefore the totals and percentaaes 
reflect this deficit. * 



I 

1 



i 




t 



i 










] 

I 



\ 

'i 







O 

ERIC 



■* 

1 






















vO 

ov 



I 



I 

I 

H 



&-5 

£ 



OP 

Q 



00 



<M V\ 

* 0 
O 



«i> 



s 

0S 



try 

0 

try 



m 

0 

Q 



M> 



•<r. 



I 

I 




»o 

« 

CO 



* 

MO 

«o 



O 

CO 



o 

ir» 

«*» 



00 

o 



« 

try 

CO 



w> 

CM 

•■4 



CO 

« 

M> 

C4 



a 



CO 

CO 

CM 



M 

8 


o 

o *8 


cn 

• 


M 

• 


\0 

• 


o 

• 


lA 

* 


IK 

• 


lA 

• 


CO 

• 




in 

9 


M 

9 

v4 


SB <H 

fi* 

at 


lA 


CM 

CM 


yy 

CM 


•A 


O 

<r 


os 


M 

cn 


lO 

CS| 


81 


<S| 

<S 


s 


^ m 


OS 


CM 


ISk 


lA 


00 


sf 


o 


OS 




<f 


p 


Oil 9 


• 


« 


l« 


♦ 


# 


• 


• 




<o 




s 


S3 

5> 

%i 


00 


CM 


o 


<N 




rH 


lA 


00 


<r 


£ 




CM 




C* 


cn 




M 


<s 


00 


CM 



44 

O 



S« 



,44 tt 
*0 » 

ll 

as J 



•A 



in 

m 



•n 

M 



<n 



so 

<n 



o\ 



o 



«» 

10 

s 

3 

I 

(3 

44 

O 

g 

4i 

9 

.O 

«*4 

«ft 

t4 

O 




44 

44 

<8 



@ 

5 



C 

O 

o 



3 

S 

lU 

Ac 



O 

ERIC 



% 

•in 



<n 



C6 

1 

8 

2 






9 
« 
A4 M 
»H »0 
0) 

■“S 
S " 
*9 JS 

CD 44 
T> 

m4 M4 

g“ 

|4 1-4 
A.*^ 
CD 

« 

S 

« 



'£ 



tt 

-S 



« 

s 



e 

s 

CO 

CO 

« 

f-4 

Q 



cn 



o 

m 



OD 



§ 



00 

cm 



M 

*n 



o> 

C) 

M 

A; 



2 2 



p 

H 






U 

2 

S 

«S 

|J! 

I 

H o 

?■§ 

> S 

M A 
0> U 
W 'X» 
at f-c 
U 'H 

_ «c 

§» 

•H OO 

44 fl *0 

vl 01 

*o U 

U M 

O CD Ot 

44 0044 

9 4) CD 

H >4 )4 



O 

sg 



H ** 

OO 9 

o 

U 9 
CM at 
0 

r* tt 

s « 

O *-l 

•H -ri 

-M CM 

it 

9 .p 



1 ! 5 S 

S ? 9 
9 at • 
M n> o 



>*c <9 
« 9 «-l 
14 > 

at at 43 
«e *o u 
u 

CD *0 M 

at c o 

H 9 44 




















Sumnarv 1967 Data 



In the spring (May, 1967) after the first year of operation of the 
I Educational Diagnostic and Planning Center, survey forms were sent to all 

teachers who had refearred children to the Center and to principals and 
administrators in the system. Fifty^one forms were returned to the Center. 

\ The results of the evaluation forms indicate that many teachers 

expected much more from the Educational Diagnostic and Planning Center 
than was accomplished. Although they were of the general opinion that the 
Center was sincerely concerned with helping the referred children, many 
of the teachers felt that the Center was not handling enough referrals. 

Some of the complaints written on the evaluation sheets were: 

1. There should be a better screening process. There should be more time 

I spent on the more serious cases, rather than on* less urgent referrals. 

I 

2. The service was too slow. Many teachers were not seeing any progress 

I being made In helping the child who was referred. 

3. Many teachers complained that the Center was not conmunicating enough 
with them. The teachers wanted to know more about what the Center wan 
doing with their referrals and what progress was being made# 

f 

4. The most common complaint was that the Center couldn't .handle enough 
referrals. But here there was a difference of opinion among the teachers. 

f VRiile many thought the Center should take as many referrals as possible, 

others thought that the Center's staff shouldn't spread themselves too 
t thinly. As indicated under complaint Number 1 (above), several teachers 

thought the Center should spend more time with those needing the service 
the most. 

i: ' 

I The suggestions made by the teachers for next year's operations 

I followed closely to their complaints. These suggestions generally centered 

I around accepting more referrals and better screening methods. The most 

common and obvious solution would be to expand the Center and its staff 
to handle more referrals. Rather than expand the Center's staff. It was 
suggested that the Center give in-service training to regular classroom 
teachers, or have regular teachers, employed by the District, make 
I visits to the Center to observe the staffs' methods. 

If the Center couldn't be expanded, it was suggested that each school 
be allowed a certain quota of referrals, and that this quota favor 
younger children rather than older ones. 
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Some teacher • advocated more half-way claaaea» although one teacher 
thought the puplle didn't care for them, thinking It a waate of tine* 
Thia teacher suggested getting children more accustomed to hard work. 



The results of the individual evaluation questions ran like this; 



1. Was too much work required of you? Most teachers answered, "no". 

Many teachers wanted to put in more time with the problem of referred 
children. This Is evident from the many complaints for more conmunicatlon 

from the Center. 



2. Has the child's behavior changed? There was an almost even number 
of yes and no answers. Some teachers said not yet. 



3, Has there been any change in the child's peer relationship? Most 
answered no. 



4. Has referring children to the Center been worth the ef'^ort Involved? 
Most answered yes. There seems to be a strong relation between seeing 
a change for the better or expecting one and answering yes and seeing no 
change or a change for the worse and answering no. Many said it was too 

soon to tell. 



The results on the teachers' attitudes in regards to certain items 
ran like ' this : 



1. Distribution of new materials. Teacher's responses were about evenly 
distributed between being helpful and not being helpful. 



2- Dissemination of new methods. More teachers thought it helpful than 
not helpful. 



3. Assistance la helping teachers' understanding of children's problems 
Slightly more of the teachers thought it helpful than not helpful. 



4. Personal contact with Educational Diagnostic and Planning Center 
staff. Most of the teachers thought this somewhat helpful. 



5. Assistance in working with all children. Most thought this was of 
little value. 



6. Information received from the Center on referred children. Teacher a 
responses were about evenly distributed between being helpful and not 
being helpful. 



7. Individual educational programs developed for pupils seen at the Center. 
More of the teachers thought this of little value or a waste of time than 
helpful. 



8. Teachers* Invoivement in staffing and development of individual pro- 
grams for children seen at Center. Teachers' responses were evenly dis- 
tributed between being helpful and not being helpful. 
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With all the complalnte and auggestiona made by the teachers » there 
was alao much praise £or the Center. The Center's staff was considered 
aa a qualified « hard-working and sincere group. Teachers counented 
favorably on the new methods and the variety of work materials of the Center. 
They indicated that the staff has been helpful to the children and their 
parents^ by helping parents understand some of the difficulties » and 
help to the teachers by taking some of the pressure off them. The 
Center was commended on their promptness, their initial contacts and testing 
and their consultant service. 



Some teachers indicated that they were kept well informed by the | 

Center. Some liked the methods used for reading problems, speaking and 
social play. | 

Many teachers realised that the work has just begun and that they I 

should not expect too much after such a short time. However, many also 
realised the great potential of the Educational Diagnostic and Planning j 

Center . 
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Si>rlntt * 1966 



At the end of the first one helf yeer of operation, the teachers, 
principals, and administrators who had referred children to BDIC were surveyed 
to find out what their general opinion of KDK: was and to obtain reconaend- 
tions for changes in the program. While the general attitude was favorable, 
the teachers made isany specific suggestions and reeosiaendations which were 
used to modify and improve EDPC programming. This year (1967-1968) completed 
the second year of BDIC operations and the first complete academic year. 

The teachers were again aurveyed, and, in addition, the parents of the 
children involved in EPPC programs were surveyed. A very high percentage 
of teachers and parents felt that EDPC was highly valuable and that it waa 
meeting its goals. Abain, some suggestions were made that might lead to 
Improvement in the Center' a operations and relationships with parents and 
teachers. 

Attitudes of Parents to EDPC 

Table #3 on the neat page sumnariaBes the parent's response to that 
part of the survey that asked for ratings of attitudes. The first item 
is most Important, indicating whether parents felt that the individual' 
program developed for their child was helpful. Over 90% rated the program 
as either helpful or very helpful. 

« 

Some of the comments made by parents Illustrate the personal price 
that must be paid when a child is unable to deal with the educational 
environment and what a service such ss EDPC means to the parents of such 
a child. 

'*0ur child has been able to attend public school as a result of the 
Center's working with her." 

"He no longer feels worthless and 'dumb'. Best of all, he no longer 
suffers from nightmares. He still has a long way to go, but he la no longer 
lost.'* 



VOnly my heartfelt thanks!" 

In a major program It Is probably impossible to satisfy everyone, 
even though this program came very close to doing exactly that. Only 
two parents gave the program negative ratings. The response of one parent 
who felt the program was of little value is informative. He stated: 

Hy ton feels we in the home have been the trouble. X think he has 
been brainwashed and given the wrong ideas of us as parents. We're 
not drunks, we are clean citizens. We did have respect in the 
community. What next! 
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The one patent who Indleated that the ptogtam vas a mate o£ tiiaa di4 
atate that the ata££ membet vaa helpful, but felt that the Centet had aetually 
prevented their aen from receiving help* In thia caae» the aeverity of the 
boy 'a diaturbance had led the ataff member to recommend referral to the 
local mental health center. Instead the parenta had gone to a volunteer 
organiaation of undergraduate college atudenta* A young man from that 
organisation had come to EOPC to find out more about the problem, and had 
been informed that the Center viewed the problem aa severe* He apparently 
decided not to follow through with the case. 

One of the problems that a program like EPPC runs into is the unwill- 
ingness of parents to admit that their children are emtionally disturbed. 
Parents frequently become defensive or fearful and reject this kind of 
interpretation. The EDPC program apparently has done very well in handling 
these feelings for most parents, even though they have not been able to 
deal with them in every case. 

The four questions on the survey dealing with information provided 
by the highly favorable attitude toward the Center. The Information provided 
by the Center staff was seen by every parent who checked the ratinga as 
either somewhat helpful or very helpful. On the question about Infomation 
received impersonally from the Center, the rating was slightly leas positive, 
but over three- fourths of the parents still rated the Information as very 
helpful. Attitudes toward information obtained from the school are somewhat 
leas favorable, as are those toward publicity. 

TWO questions were asked relating to the parents’ efforts in the program 
(see Table #4). No parent indicated that he had been asked to do too much 
work, and thirty- three of the thirty- six respondents said the program had 
been worth the effort* 

One of the parents who Indicated that It was not worth the effort, also 
indicated that his child had Improved in social behavior, deportment, and 
attitude, and that personal contacts with the Center staff had been helpful, 
suggesting that there was an error In marking the response* 

In evaluating the attitudea of parents, TABLE II shows one of the most 
Important aspects of the EDBC program. The parents were asked what changes 
had occurred In their child. Host of the parents saw improvements In 
academic work, in social behavior, In deportment and in attitude. All 
but three parents checked at least one item as Improved. Of these three, 
one parent saw his child as getting worse In academic work and deportment 
and another saw his child as getting worse in social behavior and attitude. 

The third indicated no change In any category. 

It Is clear that, In the view of the great majority of the parents, 
their children were clanging for the better as a result of the EDPC program. 
Even some of the parents who marked "no change" in one or more areas were 
clearly favorable toward the program, but simply wanted more from it. 

One mother complained that ground that had gained was lost because the 
program did not continue through the summer, another stated that her daughter 
‘ had not had enough work as yet to make a change. 
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The reoulta of the eurvey ehow very clearly that the parenta of the 
children Involved support the BDfC program* The staff of the Center have 
created the strongest favorable lmpreoslon«-even some of the parents who 
were critical of other aspects of the program felt the staff were helpful* 
The parents generally feel that the program was useful and worthwhile and 
that their children changed positively* While the staff of the Center 
could hardly improve their relatione with the parents, the survey does 
suggest that the Center’s publicity might he reviewed and increased* There 
is also an indication that the parents might he asked to participate more 
in the program since no parent suggested that he hrid been asked to do 
too much work* 



Attitudes of Teachers and Administrators 



I 



The responses of the teacher ^administrator populations have been 
presented in Tables #5, #6, and #7 on the following pages. It is worth 
noting that, among the 56 persons who responded to the survey, the vast 
majority see the services to children referred to the Center as highly 
worthwhile (86.y»7.). Many feel that the Center’s programs have increased their 
insight into the behavior problems of children ^75.51%) and that**perhapa 
most Important— • the behavior of the children has changed since they were 
referred to the Center* The greatest benefits to the children appear to 
be In attitudinal changes and in improved classroom performance; however. 

In over half of the cases, improved peer relationships were also noted* 



A content analysis of teacher’s and administrator’s written comments 
revealed one outstanding (and highly relevant) area In which the Center 
had met its goals. Fifteen of the respondents wrote comments indicating 
that they had observed significant behavioral and/or academic improvement 
In children who had been referred. In general, the coimnents suggest that 
the reaction to the work of the Center has been positive* In several cases, 
staff of the Center were conaaeaded for their work in staffing cases with 
teachers, their work with parents, and for their effectiveness in planning 
individual programs for referred children. Some commented that the Center 
had provided valuable resource materials, and In several cases, the Center 
was commended for staying with referred children for the extended period 
of time required for real improvement. 



Many of the criticisms were also based on highly favorable attitudes 
toward EDPC and its programs. The teachers and administrators only wanted 
more and faster service. A frequent comment was that the Center reached too 
few children. Along with this was the opinion that in some cases, the time 
from referral to treatment was too long. These appeared to be primary 
factors In suggestions which indicated a sentiment for expanding the staff 
and facilities of the Center. A few of the respondents criticized the 
Center for Inadequate staffing and other contacts with school personnel. 

In general. It was felt that there should be increased individual contact 
with teachers and administrators focused both on the problems of individual 
students as well as more general types of contact aimed at making teachers 
more aware of the resources available to them through the Center. 
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Some auggcstiona and criticisms appear to indicate specific 
in the Center*a communication system 

Usons suggested that communications should he improved, f 

onlv a few serious breakdowns in cononunicatton, these should be note . 

toe te«cher “Led that ptomlaed «ateriaXs had not been 

respondents indicated that the infomatlon they had received was l^dequate. 
S^^reS that the Center had failed to develop indtvxduallred 

programs for students* Comments such as these highlight the importance 
of following through on Center commitments. 



Bv and Urge, the respondents indicated that the services of the Center 
shouldLe continued or expanded. There were soae Indications ttat t^ Center 
is seen as spreading Itself too thin and one person suggested that, glTCn 

present limitations, the Center should do ’^^Lr^to 

fewer children. Terhaps the Center is not realistic enough In regard to 

its staff and time limitations «. 



It was frequently mentioned that the individualisation of help i the 
deslgnLg of L2lvidu^l programs a««i personal oo«tact^th 
the major ingredient in promoting better school 

inception of the Center, it appears that school personnel have ^ , 

creaLngly aware of the significant number of children who 
he In- hwever, some appear to have found this ■ awareness s^what iMl^ating. 
Onf respondent commen?L. "I think its a waste “f 

be better used elsewhere! Another respondent ® . f ^ cLtcr *hf 

generally positive comment on the services provided by the Center, he addeo 
that, in his opinion, lack of support within the school syst^ and at 
the level of the general public would result in the termination of the ED 
progi« when feLLl funding is withdrawn. Of course, this -»ay or j^y not 
be true" but this type of prediction would probably not have been made 
tolLrihLe tos sS deficit in the Center's public xeUtions-cosmsmlcations 

activities. 



A Comparison of Teachers* and Par^^M ! Itatii^s 

to the forms sent in May, 1968 to both teachers and parents the following 
question was added: 

14. What kinds of changes have you seen in pupils* (your child's) 
performance in the following areas? 

Improvement No Change Worse 



Academic work 
Social Behavior 
Deportment 
Attitude 



Because objectivity was desired, both teachers and had ^ the 

option of returning, the forms unidentified. During the first V®®^ 
ewluatlons among teachers, only three were turned in with identifying 






















» 







dAtAm 0e«i?ite these high percentages, it was possible to taatch teacher 
fli vjl parent responses for only thirteen children* 

1 * 

Porty-alic of fifty- two responses were checked by both parent and 
teacher. There was an 82.6 percent agreement on the checked items and in 
no case did the two check opposite ends of the short contiunmim. 

These results indicate that, for this sample at least, the par^ts 
and teachers are seeing the same kinds of changes (or the absence of 
changes) in the children referred. 

! Reactions to Center Materials_ 

The teachers who received materials from EDPC were also asked 
their attitudes toward these materials. From the response In Tab ^ la, it 
is clear that this was one of the most successful aspects of the 
program. Every teacher responding said tliat the Center either provided 
materials that tlus teacher previously knew about or introduced the teacher 
to new materialB, and most teachers checked both of these 
Every teacher felt that the materials they received were of sufficient 
I valTie to warrant purchase by the district. 

The attitude toward the Center staff was once again highly favorable, 
with all of the teachers checking that they had received assistance from 
staff or that they had not needed assistance. Several of the teachers 
comoented about the value of the materials and the service that ms provided, 
with a number of particular cooaneiits about the help of individual stax^ 
members. One of the teachers also suggested that a list of materials be 
J compiled and distributed to teachers. 

The potential value of this service is shown even more clearly by the 
r example of one particular teacher. After being Introduced to new materials, 

8he went to considerable trouble to obtain further materials on phonics and 
plans to use them on a continuing basis. Unlike many services, provl e 

only direct help, this kind of assistance creates a potential in the teacher 
for continuing on her own without Center assistance. It should also be 
noted that teachers provided with materials for one student very frequen ly 
used them for other students or even for the whole class. The uniformly 
r favorable response suggests that this program should be expanded as much 

as possible. 

Comparisons With Previous Data 

Table #9 shows the comparison between the 1967 and 1968 data for the 
first ei^t Items on the teacher-administrator form and Table # 10 presents 
a similar comparison for items #9, 10, 11, and 12. Responses to this 
survey reveal both change and constancy when they are compared to the 
I results of the Identical survey made at the end of the first half year of 

Center operation. In May of 1967, it was commented tiiat the Center should 
I do a better job of screening In order to separate cases requiring immediate 

t . attention from others less urgent. In the present survey, while screening 
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per se waa not mentioned, several respondents commented on the thoroughness 
and appropriateness of the diagnostic work done by the Center, suggesting 
that this problem has been taken care of* 



It Is apparent that there is still concern with the limited nucnber of 
referrals that the Center Is able to process i the time between referral 
and staff action is still a matter of some concern; however, from current 
responses, these are not major items. l:he most prominent feature of the 
current survey is the continuing dissatisfaction with the amount of communi- 
cation between Center staff and teaching personnel. This was seen as a 
problem at the end of the first year also. (It should be noted, however, that 
where staff conferences, etc., were held, the response was quite positive.) 



Again, as in the previous year, the vast majority of teachers stated 
tltat working with the Center required very little of their time. (Over 
97% said that referrals had not created **too much** work.) pie majority of 
teachers still claim that referral to the Center is worth the effort. This 
Is probably related to the fact that they have seen positive changes in 
many of the children treated by the Center, this is one of the more 
striking differences between the results of the current survey an t e 
previous one: the majority of teachers noted changes in academic and 

social behaviors, In attitudes, and In peer relationships. In the first 
survey, about half of the respondents said that they had observed behavior 
changes in referrals. In this survey, over 60% said that the behavior of 
referred children had dianged. In the first survey, most of the teachers 
indicated that there had been no change in the child s peer relationships. 
In this survey, over 74% Indicated that peer relationships had improved. 



A final point of comparison which appears to reflect an attitudinal 
shift on the part of the teachers involved in Center programs. Where fonnerly 
they seemed to have, for the most part, considered individual educational 
programs as a waste of time, individualization in all its forma, fr^ 
counseling through special remedial programs, Is now seen as a key factor 
in many cases where the Center's intervention has been successful. 



Summary and ConcIusio_ns 



It is apparent that response to the services provided by the penter 
has become increasingly positive during its second year of operations. 

Major complaints center around the inability of the Center, given its 
limitations of staff and funding, to provide services to the extent desire. 
Increased personal contact with teaching and administrative faculty seems 
to deserve a high priority in future Center activities. It would seem 
advisable for the Center to avoid promising more than it can deliver, to do 
what it does do very well, and to decrease the time lag between referral, 
treatment, and initial feedback to school personnel. There is obviously 
a greater demand for services than the Center can meet. Effective action 
may well be Instrumental in demonstrating to the general professional and 
lay public the necessity for broad- based local support of many of the 
diagnostic and remedial programs currently sponsored exclusively by the 
Center. The essential groundwork has been laid, fpr the current survey 
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documents the fact that (X) teachers are more aware o£ the problems of 
children, (2) they are more aware of available resources and materials which 
can be brought to bear within the context of the school, and (3) the behavior 
of many children changes in positive directions as an apparent consequence 
of individual intervention. Xn spite of problems, in spite of a continuing 
tendency to spread itself too thin, in spite of communication difficulties 
with Individuals, it is evident that the Center and its staff have initiated 
many slgnificax^t changes in the educational structure of the Cheyenne 
community. 
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